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FOREWORD

On August 4-5, 1997, the Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI), together with the Reserve Officers Association,
cosponsored a conference in Prague on “Eurasian Security
in the Era of NATO Enlargement.” In order to clarify fully
the emerging security agenda in Europe and hear from
member states and other interested parties, SSI invited
analysts and officials from all of the Central and East
European countries, including those invited to join NATO,
those not invited, and those former Soviet states with a vital
interest in the outcome, e.g., Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia.
The panelists provided assessments of their respective
countries’ perspectives, of their own governments’ policies,
and of how they see emerging trends in European security
issues.

The success of the Prague conference owes much to the
efforts of our Czech hosts. In particular, we wish to
acknowledge their unstinting and gracious assistance.

The chapters in this monograph offer a representative
selection of the papers presented at the conference. By
publishing them, SSI offers our readers a broad spectrum of
views, including some not often heard, on the issues
connected with NATO enlargement. In this manner, SSI
seeks to shed fuller light on what could be the single most
important national security issue to appear before Congress
and other Alliance legislatures in 1998.

RICHARD H. WITHERSPOON
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Strategic Studies Institute



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Stephen J. Blank

NATO’s enlargement represents a watershed event in
European security. It closes the so-called “post-Cold War”
epoch that began with the fall of the Soviet empire and
opens the way to a new stage in European and American
history. The tendencies that are now pushing Europe
towards greater integration have received a new injection of
energy. NATO has not only proven itself the only truly
effective security provider among European institutions, it
has also shown itself to be the moving force behind Europe’s
other security agencies, particularly the European Union
(EU). After NATO decided to take in Hungary, the Czech
Republic, and Poland at its Madrid Conference in July 1997,
the European Union, meeting at Amsterdam, decided to
begin accession talks with those three states, Estonia,
Cyprus, and Slovenia.

Thus concurrent and coinciding waves of integration
throughout the continent are going to transform Europe’s
security map and agenda beyond recognition. But this does
not mean either that past history is now utterly irrelevant
or that Europe has attained a kind of security Nirvana. The
Bosnian crisis, and to a lesser degree the Albanian crisis of
1997, as well as the recent problems in Kosovo show that
many challenges confront Europe, and that Europe is
reluctant to confront them.' Insofar as out-of-area issues in
the Middle East are concerned, the Iraqi crises of 1997-98
demonstrated that Europe remains divided, unable to forge
a common security policy for those issues in that region or to
assume a leadership position in the resolution of
international crises.



Thus, integration does not necessarily produce more
security everywhere. Indeed, integration could produce
more gridlock, as in Bosnia until 1995. The NATO allies’
inability to come to a common understanding of the causes
and origins of the wars in the former Yugoslavia was among
the most powerful inhibitors of coherent action by NATO
before 1995. Furthermore, our allies’ fears that we would
use our airpower in ill-advised fashion that enhanced the
risks to their ground forces there led them to propose the
unhappy dual-key arrangement, surrendering control of
NATO air operations to the United Nations (U.N.).? In other
words, our allies mistrusted our proclivities and policies and
sought to restrain us, leading to both U.N. and U.S. refusal
to commit fully to the defense of our interests in Bosnia.
Allied cohesion in Bosnia was and perhaps remains a fragile
thing. And it certainly will not be readily forthcoming as
well in future out-of-area crises involving Iraq, for
example.?

Accordingly, it is clear that there are contrasting debates
as to the future scope of NATO’s activities and expansion
beyond its members’ current frontiers. And such
disagreement probably will appear within the EU as well.
Given the fact that these organizations’ memberships will
be only partly overlapping after 1999 and at times driven by
discord as to their future direction, e.g. the emerging
disagreement on the Baltic states’ future membership in
NATO, it is by no means certain that the present level of
integration in and of itself makes Europe as a whole safe for
democracy. What these agencies’ decision to expand does
mean is something different. It means that the pursuit of
national interests and the ability to conduct them
unilaterally will once again be subjected to the discipline of
alliance and union. It simply is not the case that
membership in these organizations means that states have
forsworn their past histories of seeking to enhance their
position and influence at the expense of their neighbors.
Rather, these organizations constrain that approach and



discipline what used to be called “power politics” by means
of the overall benefits that integration provides.

Security integration in Europe’s security organizations,
first of all, sets limits on efforts at renationalizing security
policy or even the U.S. ability to go it alone.* Membership in
the EU and NATO allows for Churchill’s “small birds” not
only to sing, but actually to have solos for a time until the
orchestra hopefully comes together and makes a decision.
Therefore, integration also enhances the dialogue of all
states in the common quest for European peace and
stability.

This volume is fundamentally about giving Europeans
and Americans the opportunity to explore how we got to the
point of enlargement and where we should be going
afterwards. The conference it grows out of was designed to
present to a largely American audience views from
representatives of all the states most affected by
enlargement, the Central European, Balkan, and Baltic
states, Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus, and the United
States. It also represented an effort to focus our attention on
the future challenges, especially vis-a-vis Russia, in the
Balkans and the Baltic that will not go away. And this focus
on how the past merged with the present to shape the future
hopefully shook away both the absence of non-American
voices in the debate over enlargement and the tendencies of
many participants in that debate to conceal their real
motives, hopes, and fears about NATO enlargement.

In the United States, we have only heard American
voices and approaches to European security, not the
outlooks of those most affected by the trend towards
enlargement. Furthermore, there is a tendency to focus only
on American national interests which, after all, is quite
proper, and thereby excludes the broader European
perspective that sees European security as being equally
tied up with the progress of integration through the EU and
other regional organizations or initiatives. If the main
challenges of the future are going to be situated in the



Baltic, Balkan, and post-Soviet arenas, then it is necessary
to examine local processes in these regions in detail.

To stimulate the debate in a broader context and to raise
issues and voices that have not been previously heard were
the objectives of the conference organizers. We entertained
no illusions that by doing so we would once and for all lay
down the truth or the one right way to look at Europe’s
future. But we did believe that the enlargement of NATO
and of the EU provides us with an opportunity and a respon-
sibility to launch that debate along with voices from the
region for the benefit of our audience and in accord with the
mandate of the Strategic Studies Institute to contribute to
the education and informed debate of the public. After all,
NATO enlargement may be the most consequential foreign
policy issue of our time. If we fail to understand what we
have wrought, what our allies think about NATO’s future,
and what future challenges we face to important and even
vital interests, then, to a significant degree, enlargement
will prove to be unavailing. If, on the other hand, we further
stimulate the existing dialogue on European security, we
will then have contributed, however modestly, to the
success of the European integration project, for any
successful integration begins with dialogue.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 1

1. Charles Trueheart, “Europe Brought Many Sides to Dispute,” The
Washington Post, February 27, 1998, p. 29.

2. Colonel Robert C. Owen, USAF, “The Balkans Air Campaign
Study: Part 1,” Airpower Journal, Summer 1997, pp. 9-18.

3. Ibid., Trueheart.

4. See Chapter 2 by Stephen J. Blank.



CHAPTER 2

RHETORIC AND REALITY
IN NATO ENLARGEMENT

Stephen J. Blank

NATO enlargement and the NATO-Russia Founding Act
represent a watershed in U.S.-Russian-European relations
and open a new chapter in Transatlantic relations. These
agreements have created new mechanisms and processes
that enable all governments to advance to a new era in
European security. But this era could be an unhappy one
unless we understand governments’ motives and aspira-
tions more clearly. Fortunately, a visible, if unintended,
by-product of the debate over NATO enlargement is that
every government has had to clarify its perspectives on
European security even when each one may try to conceal
those perspectives from itself or from other audiences. We
need such clarification because the debate has often been as
disingenuous as it has been revealing.

Russia, Germany, NATQO’s Secretary-General Javier
Solana, and the United States all openly espouse a lasting
pan-European system of collective security. At the very
least, they mean a currently cooperative, if not collective,
security system. This system allegedly either exists now, or
is coming into being, partly due to NATO enlargement.
Their leaders, officials, spokesmen, and policy analysts
often use the term collective security or ideas associated
with it.! If collective security is indeed the future of NATO, it
would mark a radical departure from NATO’s past record
which has always been one of collective defense, not
collective security. Much current writing on NATO bandies
the term collective security about quite promiscuously with
little knowledge of NATQO’s actual operations, conceptual
precision, or rigor. Moreover, the numerous authors’ and



speakers’ definitions all differ from each other’s. Current
writing on collective security stretches this term like India
rubber until it means virtually anything to anyone and
perhaps, in reality, nothing at all.> Therefore, we must ask
to what extent the main actors (namely the United States,
NATO’s leader, and Russia) are truly creating that system
and to what degree their public rhetoric coincides with
reality. To answer that question, we must first define the
preconditions for realizing collective security. In 1972,
former Czech diplomat and scholar of international
relations, Josef Korbel, observed that:

Detente in Europe has lasting significance only as it may be an
important step towards a new European system that might one
day assure the old Continent of a sense of security, possibly a
degree of integration that crosses national boundaries. This
ultimately requires a mutuality of fundamental political
interests, a complementarity of production and services, and a
free exchange of intellectual and cultural accomplishments—
and all this, presumably with no expectation of major changes in
present and political social systems.?

Since then collective security has been reconceptualized
so often that today it means international rules of behavior
should be enforced by multilateral coalitions which possess
the broadest possible legitimacy based on international
agreement.? Practically, this means very little, for even this
definition creates a high, often insurmountable, hurdle for
states and allies to overcome, as in Yugoslavia, 1991-95.
Still, despite tumultuous changes in world politics, a lasting
hallmark of collective security is the indefinite preservation
of both the territorial status quo and of existing peaceful
means for changing it.

Collective security systems fundamentally reject major
changes in world politics because those changes are
generally associated either with war or the threat of war.
Rarely does a multinational agreement fundamentally
transform the status quo exclusively by a negotiated treaty.
Therefore the exceptional case of Germany’s unification and
the end of the Cold War led many to believe that a new age



had dawned. If NATO’s enlargement proceeds without
crises and conflicts, through multilateral negotiation, to
embrace all of Europe, this view could obtain still more
validity.

In collective security systems, states place the interests
of the entire collective in preserving the status quo and
rejecting aggression above their own narrow self-interests.
As a result, in such a system all states have to act
unanimously in the event of a threat to the peace against
any of its members. Collective security entails a virtually
automatic response on a general, universal scale against
any and all threats to peace. Collective security rejects
unilateralism, hegemony, selective responses to aggression,
and revisionism—world politics’ traditional phenomena
and repertoire—as legitimate bases for policy and
presupposes international consensus on the nature of
threats to security and on suitable responses to them.
Therefore collective security also fundamentally opposes
spheres of interest and neo-imperial policies. For these
reasons, the adherents of collective security systems
advocate international, multilateral intervention in states’
internal affairs to address the problems and crises
engendered by the end of the Cold War.’ Taken logically,
regional or global collective security presumes a regime of
unlimited right and disposition to intervene, even in other
states’ internal affairs, wherever a threat to peace occurs
based on this shared assessment of the threat and of the
appropriate response to it.

Korbel’s first condition, a mutuality of interests, is
essential to collective security based on democratic norms.
And the spread of that mutuality to ever greater areas
through the integration process is a second, equal
precondition for success. The third precondition for
achieving collective security in Europe is a timely,
appropriate, unified, and decisive Western reply to crises in
the East or beyond. In a truly collective security system we
supposedly can, and should, move from crisis management
to a better system of conflict resolution in the early stages of



crises, if not to actual preventive diplomacy. Indeed, many
U.S. analysts urge NATO to become more of a global
“leading force” that, in principle, should be able to intervene
anywhere in the world to avert, not just manage, threats to
peace.’

Sadly, this advocacy represents a pipe dream. Even in
the Gulf War of 1990-91, the zenith of U.N.-sponsored
multilateralism and a supposed breakthrough to collective
security, the reality was very different.

In true collective security it should make no difference who
commits aggression and who the victim is. But the principles of
collective security were ignored even during the Gulf War.
[Henry] Kissinger, among others, observed that in its finest
hour, the Security Council closed its eyes to that principle when
Israel was attacked. . . . Tactically the Council’s silence made
eminent sense, but the implications of this omission are
sobering, for they confirm yet again that the Council is governed
less by the commitment to respond to unprovoked aggression
than by the politics of the situation.”

If allies could not then agree on a response, why should
we expect them to do so in future, murkier, and more distant
crises? As Inis Claude, Jr., observed, “U.S. policy represents
a commitment to a policy of selective antiaggression” (italics
by Claude). The United Nations or other organizations will
condemn some aggressions and counter them by collective
measures which are mobilized and led largely by the United
States.® Claude’s observation is nearer to reality than the
dreams of those who wish NATO to become “an intercon-
tinental policeman” for collective security crusades in and
beyond Europe.

This reality includes the Israeli example cited above as
well as the subsequent Yugoslav catastrophe. But attentive
observers, mindful of the Israeli example, would not have
been surprised by the Yugoslav wars’ international course.
Anyone reviewing those wars could easily conclude that
their main lesson is the enduring vitality of a Hobbesian
world where the strong prey on the weak.” NATO’s response



to Yugoslavia’s crises and to Russian policy in the CIS
raised grave questions concerning NATO’s willingness and
ability to commit to a new order, let alone collective security
in those areas. Arguably neither the U.S.’ nor NATO’s
responses to recent crises displays either party’s ability or
will to act preemptively and foresee crises even when they
are imminent. As the run-up to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in
1990 and the subsequent crises in Yugoslavia, Somalia, and
Rwanda indicate:

As a superpower with a global array of interests, yet with a
limited capacity for comprehending the social, cultural, and
political underpinnings of these interests, let alone for
attending to them simultaneously, the United States had
often failed to identify unfavorable regional developments
before their escalation into fully-fledged conflicts; this
tendency has not disappeared following the end of the Cold
War."

Armenian, Russian, Croatian, and Serbian successes in
defying international norms and using force to revise
borders without international losses since 1991 should tell
us that Israel’s case is typical, not unique. Rhetoric aside,
we still live in a world of Realpolitik. As Ambassador James
Goodby ruefully admits:

Collective security is less able to deal with disputes involving
the major powers directly, simply because these powers can
safely ignore external pressures and resist any attempt to
impose sanctions. If collective security is not seen by the major
powers to be a sufficient basis for creating conditions of
security for themselves, the most acceptable alternative will
be the alliance systems that lead to clearly demarcated
spheres of influence."

Russia suffered virtually no external penalties for
Chechnya or for destabilizing Moldova and several
Transcaucasian and Central Asian states even though its
Transcaucasian adventures led it to a posture towards
Turkey that reproduces all of Russia’s criticisms of NATO’s
enlargement.'” In not resisting past Russian encroach-



ments and defining our mission as one of integrating Russia
back into Europe, not restraining its imperial impulses,
U.S. officials have followed a policy based not on collective
security, but on “balance of threat,” a strategy where states
balance against real or potential threats, not power per se.'®
Whatever that policy’s merits are, they do not include
adherence to collective security. Therefore, without
minimizing Europe’s revolutionary changes since Korbel
wrote, can we truly state that his preconditions have been or
are being fully realized?

The U.S. Perspective.

NATO’s post-1949 enlargement represents the gradual
peaceful spread of the harmony of democratic interests and
values that Korbel and others have invoked. That
enlargement also integrated ever wider areas into NATO’s
orbit. Therefore, enlargement deeply corresponds to U.S.
interests and fulfills the original intention of NATO’s
founders.' Current U.S. views on European security stem
from three deeply held principles that derive from NATO’s
history and from contemporary perceptions.

First, Washington believes that without U.S. leadership
through NATO, “nothing gets done.” Second, there is the
Wilsonian project of leading a crusade for global
democratization, first of all in Europe.'® This project stems
from the sound idea that NATO’s current internal structure
is one of collective security, (i.e., an attack by any member of
the alliance is inconceivable, and this even applies to Greece
and Turkey who have been restrained precisely by being
NATO members) but also from the unproven idea that this
reality does or can soon apply throughout Europe. Because
the basis for materializing the principles of collective
security in practice supposedly really exist, NATO, and
ultimately Europe, can and should be restructured
according to these principles as NATO expands.

Third, and last, there is the belief that Russia is already
ademocratic partner of the United States and either accepts
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the status quo or can be persuaded to do so by treating it as if
it is still a superpower, i.e., by a form of psycho-political
therapy.’® This belief means placing Russian concerns
above those of all of its neighbors and maybe even those of
U.S. partners, and saying and doing little when Russia does
something against our preferences. Indeed, many
supporters of a Russia first policy follow its logic and
strongly oppose NATO enlargement because Russia
opposes it. On the other hand, this vision of Russia as an
already existing partner of the United States also breeds a
fervent belief that it is our task to integrate Russia into the
broader world, “bring Russia into Europe,” and integrate it
into the community of nations.'”’

However, the attempt to fashion policy conforming to
these three principles leads us into a political swamp and a
conceptual impasse. One may find this swamp in the total
confusion swirling around the concept of collective security.
Or, one may find this swamp in the fact that nobody actually
makes policy or can behave according to these three
principles. These three principles conspicuously eschew any
mention of interests or security threats. They speak the
language of values rather than interests, and, faithful to
Wilsonianism, look askance at interest as a basis for state
policy. As did Wilson they confuse values (the ought to be)
with interests (what is).*

Our behavior and that of our partners and interlocutors
has not suddenly become more angelic. The United States,
since 1990, has not followed the demands of collective
security or the new doctrines of international relations
theory that deprecate realism and the anarchical “self-help”
nature of the international state system. Instead,

And how has the United States responded? Just about the way
that realism would predict. Great powers need not go to war
against weakened foes in order to seize opportunities to
enhance their positions, and U.S. leaders from Reagan to
Clinton have clearly seen the Soviet collapse as a golden
opportunity to shape the world to their liking. Our leaders may
cloak our action in the selfless rhetoric of “world order,” but
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narrow self-interest lies behind them. The United States has
imposed one-sided arms control agreements on the Russians
[this may be debatable but certainly many Russians believe
it-SJB], pressured the post-Soviet republics to give up their own
nuclear arsenals, fought a war in the Persian Gulf in order to
disarm Iraq, sent troops to Haiti to impose a democratic system,
bombed the Bosnian Serbs to the bargaining table, and
proceeded with plans to expand NATO into Russia’s backyard,
generating a predictably negative response from Moscow."

Therefore these three principles misrepresent the true
nature of international politics in Europe. If the behavior
cited above is taken with the disinclination to act in
Yugoslavia before 1995 or to get deeply involved in the CIS,
this means we, along with our allies, have inclined towards
accepting spheres of influence with Russia. We only
desisted from that course when the costs of accepting such
spheres based on conquest, as in Bosnia, threatened
NATO’s cohesion. In fact we have sought, whenever
possible, to insulate the West from crises in the East while
expanding the West into Central Europe, albeit cheaply.?
These principles and the collective security rhetoric based
on them diverge from reality, the policy of selective
antiaggression, and insulation of the West from crises in the
East. Worse, these principles are mutually contradictory.
Using them to rationalize enlargement hides our true
motives even from ourselves, making it difficult for us to
face reality.

Hence, many prominent Americans believe there is
nothing to be gained and much to be lost from expansion,
which is a truly bad, mischievous, and potentially
catastrophic idea. Few of those in power have been willing
or able to give a sufficiently satisfying and/or realistic
portrayal of how enlargement serves real U.S. interests.
Indeed, talk of real U.S. interests is frowned upon, and we
hear instead arguments about democratization and
international liberalism. By relying on a Wilsonian rhetoric
of values and these principles to justify NATO’s
enlargement, the administration defends a noble, even
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radical goal with bad or weak arguments deriving from
unproven theories of international relations or Wilsonian
pieties, not the language of U.S. interests. This risks serious
dangers, e.g., domestic or foreign opposition to U.S. and
NATO policies.

NATO enlargement is the product of an admittedly
incomplete and abbreviated, presidential, and personality
driven U.S. policy process. It developed outside of, and
evidently without, a regular bureaucratic process of
strategic review. As James Goldgeier writes, “No formal
decision by the President and his top advisers about a
timetable or process for expansion occurred until long after
Clinton had started saying that NATO would enlarge.”*!
Enlargement is not being sold on the basis of strategic
interests, but rather on the basis of democratization,
political stability, collective security, and even trade.?
NATO’s enlargement is a democratization policy that
substitutes values for interests or, perhaps fuses values and
interests to overcome (or conceal) the Realpolitik
implications of a foreign policy that would then be
articulated in geostrategic interests.

Worse yet, Wilsonianism’s language of moral crusade
invariably fosters an American triumphalism and
unilateralism that leads us astray with non-allies and
injures ties to our allies. We thus find analysts who are now
in the administration calling for a double enlargement of
European security institutions to encompass areas beyond
Europe and a global security partnership, but threatening
Europe that if it does not cooperate with American
programs for security beyond NATO’s 1996 frontiers, the
United States, when faced with challenges “out of area,” will
have to cut its forces and commitment to Europe to face
those challenges.” Either Europe conforms to U.S. policy or
else. Here collective security rhetoric visibly slides into the
language of coercive diplomacy.?* A policy that shuns talk of
real interests other than free trade and democracy—
Wilson’s holy of holies—runs serious risk of repeating his
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experiences or of making such grandiose and foolish
threats.

The administration argues that NATO’s main function
is to provide stability and psychological security to Central
and Eastern European states in their quest for stable
market democracies. Officials rightly and proudly cite
improvements in civil-military relations, especially in
Poland, and international treaties that dampen ethnic
issues, e.g., the Hungarian-Romanian treaty which clearly
grew out of both states’ awareness that without an accord
they would not get into NATO. The Italo-Slovenian,
Czech-German, Romanian-Ukrainian, and the Polish-
Lithuanian treaties also reflect this process. NATO’s
functions may have been primarily defensive in the past,
but now they are primarily political. Therefore NATO
enlargement is being undertaken for purely political
reasons and draws no lines in Europe. Rather, the doors are
open to all who can qualify with the eventual hope of a
general collective security system. Enlargement will
continue over time into a second and maybe third or fourth
phase, until it might encompass all of Europe in a truly
pan-European collective security system.

Accordingly, the administration argues that NATO
should do for the East what it and the Marshall Plan did for
the West, create stability, security, democratic transfor-
mation and facilitate the growth of prosperity.?® Its
purposes are purely political, i.e., they comprise facilitating
market democracy, stability, military-political integration,
and prosperity. Its missions will gradually incline more and
more to peace operations in or around Europe, often with
Russia’s participation. Accordingly, strategic military or
geopolitical factors hardly figure at all in this classically
Wilsonian approach to European security.

The notion that security collectively managed by international

organizations could serve American national security interests
was indicative of the community-building objective of the
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Wilsonian impulse, and not compatible with realist maxims
regarding self-interest.*

The aspiration that lies behind the policy appears in the
following remarks by Tony Smith, who ardently advocates a
U.S.-led international crusade for democratic governance. If
we substitute Europe for Latin America here, the idea
becomes starkly clear.

But the critical goal for the United States has little to do with
commerce, or borders, or military security. Instead, its major
interest should be to seek a greater sense of mutual respect
and understanding with Latin nations based on a common
hemispheric adherence to democratic institutions and
values.”

Here, NATO enlargement looks suspiciously like what
Michael Mandlebaum, a stern critic of enlargement and of
U.S. policy in general, called foreign policy as social work.?®

In fact, a State Department talking paper, presented to
an April 1997 conference, stated we are not enlarging NATO
for geopolitical reasons.?’ No visible compelling strategic
interest is at stake. NATO enlargement is a democrati-
zation policy which, to go by President Clinton’s campaign
speeches of 1996 and other major statements, will provide
the stability needed for greater economic development in
Central and Eastern Europe that will generate new trade
and jobs at home.?* NATO is not merely an exercise in
preventive diplomacy and deterrence as before.

Rather, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright asserts
that expansion reflects a productive paradox, that the more
NATO expands, the less likely we will have to use it.?! The
more NATO expands, the risk that we will be called upon to
use military force in Europe or pay higher costs for defense
will decline. Presumably our political involvement in the
region will also not be great. We can then have commitment
on the cheap or at little or no risk as well as peace and
growth. Not only is it a feel good or supposedly no cost policy
for Europe, it also is a defense policy that transcends
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preventive diplomacy to make America as well feel good
that it will never have to resort to force to back up its
commitment, because the threat will never materialize. Or,
if it does, others will bear the main burden for us.

This line of reasoning appears to have come out of the
concept of the Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) which
should be separable from NATO, but not separate, and
available should the United States decline to intervene
somewhere. Nevertheless, even if the United States does
not participate, it will control the operation through NATO
since the CJTF cannot function without U.S. support, either
politically or materially. This policy line also appears in the
recent speech at Ditchley Park by U.N. Ambassador
William Richardson.?? Sadly, this line of reasoning also
evokes Great Britain’s signing of the 1925 Locarno Pact
guaranteeing the Franco-German border, believing that it
would never be called on to make good its guarantee to
France.®®

Hence, U.S. policy is the most officially committed one to
a vision of collective security in Europe. But is this a
well-conceived policy? Is it really a new dawn for collective
security or are we deceiving ourselves? Lest one accuse the
U.S. Government of sanctimoniousness, or of being
disingenuous while it pursues a hardheaded strategic
interest under cover of this lofty rhetoric, the fact is that the
Clinton administration truly believes that this is the correct
vision for Europe. There is nothing unusually cynical or
internally inconsistent about this policy.

Swedish journalists reported in August-September
1996, on the substance of U.S.-Swedish conversations, that
Washington wants the Partnership for Peace (PfP) program
toresemble NATO as much as possible and NATO to appear
increasingly as a collective security organization. Then
Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which calls for collective
self-defense, becomes a last resort. Since PfP and NATO
both call for consultations under Article 4 of the treaty, if
consultation works, “we will never have to use Article 5.73*
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The effort to renounce or depreciate Article 5 “was
shouted from a megaphone.” Sweden heard U.S. concerns
that the European Union (EU) does not want to expand and
has little security relevance, while the NATO Peace
Implementation Force (IFOR) (now Stabilization Force
[SFOR]) in Bosnia was already a regional peacekeeping
force and thus a model for future NATO peace operations.*
A Swedish diplomat said that a senior U.S. official told him
that NATO was a force for cooperation for collective security
rather than collective defense. Article 5 was an asset more
for credibility for the political superstructure than
something that it actually could be necessary to use.*® Since
some former members of the administration as well as
several independent scholars have publicly urged that
Article 5 be terminated and other articles of the treaty be
reformed, this is not a shockingly new current of opinion.?”

Washington believes that PfP forces will draw much
nearer to NATO, and conduct peace operations,
humanitarian intervention, and conflict management
within the framework of the Western European Union’s
(WEU) 1992 Petersberg Agreement. NATO’s main military
operations apparently will then be such operations in or
from Europe. Sweden, and presumably other non-NATO
states, could participate in those missions and cooperate
with NATO while retaining its current defense profile.?®
Washington also supports building up a European Security
and Defense Identity (ESDI) only within NATO.?? Sweden
and Finland could then be models of civilian control and
decisionmaking for the military for future members and
cooperate with NATO through the PfP. Their nonalignment
calms Russia and shows the Baltics that NATO is not the
sole path to security. American aspirations ultimately also
point to reciprocal membership for all members of the EU
and NATO where an ESDI is in NATO, not in a moribund
WEU.*

These statements of U.S. policy fully comport with U.S.
efforts to portray NATO enlargement as a cooperative or
collective security arrangement to foster an enlarged
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market democratic community rather than a mutual
security alliance for collective defense.*' Washington
apparently believes that the new Europe will not need
Article 5 because collective security will reign within NATO,
if not Europe. Therefore no threat scenario involving NATO
members will arise. The hard cases are finessed away
through a response made up in equal parts of hope, ideology,
and the unproven beliefs that Russia is a democratic
partner of the United States, accepts the status quo, will
uncomplainingly accept collective security under a U.S.-led
NATO alliance system in Europe, and that there are no
other real threats that might require an Article 5 response.
In the true spirit of collective security, politics, i.e., the
struggle of competing interests or states for influence and
power, disappears. A permanent peace is presumed to take
shape as collective security in Europe assumes a
semi-automatic character.

As State Department official and former Rand
Corporation analyst Ronald Asmus told a Swedish
conference in November 1996:

The goal here is, to refer to something that Secretary of Defense
William Perry said when he was in the region several weeks ago,
to create a situation where the [difference in the] degree of
cooperation between NATO members and non-members is
gradually diminished so that, when we get to the point where we
get the politics right, moving the Baltic states from the category
of non-member to the category of member, this becomes easy,
and, at least in theory, a mere technicality.*?

However, as stated above, this whole line of reasoning
conflicts with NATO’s real missions, U.S. and Russian
policy.

NATO’s Missions.

In 1982 Sir Michael Howard wrote that NATO’s twin
purposes were deterrence and reassurance. NATO deterred
Moscow and reassured Moscow and all of Europe that
renationalized and unilateral security policies would not
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return.*®> NATO, by integrating Germany into European
structures, alone legitimated German military power in
Europe. That is still true today and accepted in Bonn.**
NATO’s military force and the danger of nuclear escalation,
which was regarded as almost inevitable should war break
out, restrained Moscow not only from a conventional
offensive in Central Europe but even from threats against
neutrals like Sweden. In the 1960s, Swedish leaders
deliberately renounced earlier plans to go nuclear because
they believed that, despite their neutrality, NATO and U.S.
military power defended Sweden.*

Despite the end of the Cold War, none of this has
changed in Europe. NATO’s two missions remain the same,
and its development since 1989 illustrates that all
concerned understand that fact and the need to adapt to
contemporary trends. Therefore, in reality,

Enlarging NATO is not about increasing the family of
democratic nations—although that could be a benefit if it is
properly conducted. Nor is it about directly increasing the
domestic well-being of Americans—increasing exports and
creating high-paying jobs. It is first and foremost about
completing the settlement of post-Cold War security issues in
Europe. And that means it is about establishing the basis for
relations among states with vital interests in the
region—irrespective of the form of their domestic affairs—so
that their competing and in some cases contradictory interests
do not give rise to crises and war.*®

NATO enlargement is really about reconciling varying
state interests in an environment where the United States
obtains enormous, tangible, material benefits from its
leadership position. The United States leads enlargement
not mainly or solely out of idealism, but out of interest.
NATO enlargement further extends U.S. leadership and
security. The expansion of the democratic community of
peace based on mutual interests and values remains a
cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy and interests because
democracy among NATO’s members and its own
political-military structure restrains members’ and
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nonmembers’ ability to act unilaterally. NATO membership
and NATO’s superior power vis-a-vis Russia thwarts other
states from undertaking unilateral efforts to establish a
hegemony in Europe. NATO presents this internal harmony
of interests among its members because it has formed a true
security community, where war among the members and
purely unilateral national security policies are
inconceivable.*” NATO’s integrated military-political
structure subjects current and future members to a rigorous
international system of civilian democratic control over the
use of armed forces at home and abroad.*® NATO’s 1995
Study on Enlargement buttressed this democratic form of
control by demanding it as a precondition of membership,
and the OSCE’s 1994 code of conduct also outlined a
politically binding European agenda for such control. NATO
staked its claim here to democratize and internationalize
controls over governments’ defense and security policies.*®
Everyone undergoes democratization and mutual restraint
and becomes more secure.

Given the importance and scope of issues of democratic
control over the armed forces, NATO, simply by requiring
such control and subjecting all its members to mutual
alliance, internal discipline, and shared constitutional
restraints that go far in preventing renationalized security
policies, justified its enlargement.’® This generalized
discipline makes NATO a uniquely self-restraining alliance
whose inner constitution reassures Europe of peace. Even
when Europeans complain about Washington’s dictation,
they acknowledge that it occurs because Europe cannot
overcome its divisions of advocating collective European
defense policies while refusing to spend the money or take
the necessary action.” NATO works only when it acts in
unison; when everyone acts unilaterally, or tries to, the
result is failure.’® When there is European unity, they all
say, Washington then does indeed listen to its allies and
moderates its position in the interests of allied unity.”® Even
at the height of the Cold War, Washington could not simply
dictate to its allies, and it remained exquisitely attentive to
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their interests and concerns, often being forced to amend its
policies to meet those concerns.*

NATO thus bridles U.S., German and Russian temp-
tations toward unilateralism in Europe. Those who wish to
use NATO assets for global crusades and worldwide
intervention on behalf of collective security or democracy
may find this condition irksome. But it is the necessary price
we pay for leading this kind of multilateral alliance. We are
not imposing democracy on Croatia and Serbia or Slovakia
as we tried in Haiti and Panama, and we display an
unvarying support for anything Boris Yeltsin does at home.
And that has much to do with our belonging to a multilateral
alliance, where allies have varying interests that must be
dealt with through bargaining and adjustment, even if we
are its hegemon. Thus NATO is paradoxically a force for
democratization within the alliance, even if it restrains
partners from intervening too deeply or too unilaterally
abroad to democratize other states. It bridles tendencies
toward unilateral military-political actions and provides
the example for documents like the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) Code of
Conduct.

By uniquely combining U.S. leadership with a
functioning and institutionalized system of voluntarily
accepted restraint on all members, NATO attracts
newcomers and satisfies everyone. This is because their
fears of other states’ renationalized security policies in
Europe outweigh any temptation they now have to follow
that course themselves. But NATO exacts a price; namely,
that it can intervene in other states’ vital issues only by
consensus, i.e., by rejecting the presumptive global right of
intervention inhering in collective security systems. While
NATO itself remains an area of collective security and is
now enlarging it, NATO does so by restraining its abilities to
act on behalf of worldwide democratization and collective
security. NATO remains an alliance led by a hegemon, not a
classical manifestation of collective security. To the extent
that NATO proclaims collective security and tries to
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implement it, we will see defections from NATO when such
intervention contravenes a member’s vital interests, or a
reversion to big power hegemony and intervention abroad.

Russia and the West.

Therefore it is not surprising, if not necessarily
commendable, that the West has shunned extensive
intervention in Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
issues or when Russia violated European conventions and
treaties in Chechnya. The West’s failure in Yugoslavia also
seriously weakened any desire to intervene in the CIS. That
enabled Russia to pursue a sphere of influence there using
ethnic conflicts and peace operations as a screen for
old-fashioned imperialism. The failures of collective
security vis-a-vis Israel and Yugoslavia demonstrated that
there would be no military effort to restrain Russian
imperialism as long as it did not reach Ukraine or/and the
Baltic states, and, more recently, involve vital energy
interests.

At the same time, it is hardly insignificant that Russia
lacks almost all of the civil-military controls specified in the
OSCE Code of Conduct and has violated over half its
precepts, often deliberately, e.g., invading Chechnya 5 days
after signing the Code.?® Accordingly, it remains unclear
whether Russia will democratize its civil-military relations
and conduct a European security policy that conforms to
international treaty standards of conduct and is not wholly
unilateral in content. To judge from the latest “military
reforms” since July 1997, Moscow is going backward, not
forward, on these issues.”®

Russia’s policies also clash with efforts to renounce war
or forcible border changes, ethnic cleansing, etc., as a
legitimate aspect of European policy. In stark contrast to
Hungary, Romania, Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Ukraine who have acted purposefully and peacefully to
prevent ethnic conflict, Russia has fomented and incited
ethnic wars, coups, and civil wars on its peripheries,
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truncated territories of Moldova by force, and blundered
into war inside Russia, i.e., Chechnya. In all of these
foregoing ways, Russian military and security policy is
neither democratic, status quo oriented nor in tune with
European standards. Russia remains inherently prone to
the incitement of or participation in wars. Worse yet, Russia
remains an openly and unabashedly revisionist power. In
September 1996, Russian Foreign Minister Yevgeny
Primakov told the OSCE that,

Today, the balance of forces resulting from the
confrontation of the two blocs no longer exists, but the
Helsinki agreements are not being fully applied. After
the end of the Cold War certain countries in
Europe—the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, and
Yugoslavia—have disintegrated. A number of new
states were formed in this space, but their borders are
neither fixed nor guaranteed by the Helsinki
agreements. Under the circumstances, there is a need
for the establishment of a new system of security.”’
(emphasis author)

Such revisionism suffices to alarm every Russian neighbor,
justify their searches for NATO membership, and validate
NATO’s own decision for enlargement.

Revisionism and dreams of unilateral spheres of
influence are incompatible with collective security. But
Moscow still seeks to reconcile the irreconcilable. Since 1954
Moscow has advocated a Pan-European collective security
system that would subordinate NATO to an outside agency
where Russia would have both a veto and a free hand. This
aspiration still animates Russian thinking about Europe as
does the long-standing effort to try and split the allies from
Washington and among themselves.?® Russian spokesmen
still advocate collective security in Europe and the
subordination of NATO’s operations, especially those out of
area, to the U.N. or OSCE where Moscow has a veto, and
insist on a Russian veto in Europe.*

23



Russian defense policy, and much of its foreign policy,
remains erratic, uninformed by any coherent sense of
military or strategic reality. Russian policy is evidently
inherently prone to strategic overreaching, i.e., aspirations
that cannot be realized or even attempted without risking
Russia’s own stability, not to mention its main partners’ and
neighbors’ security.®’ For example, Russia also has shunned
a security dialogue with Poland and made it clear that it will
use its new seat in the NATO-Russian Council to obstruct
Poland’s membership in NATO and to interpret the
Founding Act selectively and unilaterally.®’ In February
1997, Russia demanded for itself the right to intervene in
Baltic domestic legislation and tie up their borders so that
the Baltic states remain outside NATO.%* Russia openly
demands an extraordinary role in Europe that is greater
than anyone else’s and insists that it will not accept defeat
in contemporary Europe. Sergei Rogov, the director of the
Institute for the United States and Canada (ISKAN) and a
prominent advisor to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
bitterly decried NATQO’s pre-Madrid tendency to disregard
Russian interests and consign Russia to an unacceptable
role as a defeated, second or third rate power in Europe.
Instead,

The aims of Russian diplomacy should be as follows: First of all,
Moscow should seek to preserve the special character of
Russian-American relations. Washington should recognize the
exceptional status of the Russian Federation in the formation of
a new system of international relations, a role different from
that which Germany, Japan, China, or any other center of power
plays in the global arena.®

Russia’s 1993 military doctrine and ensuing efforts to
prevent NATO’s enlargement and obtain a relationship
whereby no NATO troops are deployed “to countries
bordering on the Russian Federation without Russian
consent” signified its pursuit not just of an exceptional
status, but also of a droit de regard (right of supervision)
over Central and Eastern European security. Yeltsin
confirmed this when he stated that “It is essential for us
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that we take part in all NATO’s decision making.”®* This
military doctrine also sanctions Russia’s forceful
intervention abroad to protect Russian speakers. And since
1992, Russia has steadfastly refused to formalize the new
borders between it and the other post-Soviet republics and
states, a refusal that can only signify hopes either of
overturning that settlement or of diminishing their
security. Hence, it is not surprising that both Western and
Russian observers consider Moscow’s border policy to be
duplicitous.%

Democratization and reform in these domains, as both
Western and Russian analysts know, remain legitimate
preconditions for Russian integration into Europe and for
collective security. Their absence, instead, justifies NATO’s
enlargement.?® As a result, Russian analysts have had to
admit that Russia cannot exclusively lead the resolution of
nationality issues in the CIS or the Baltic because its history
and motives are rightly suspect.®” And the foregoing issues
remain legitimate standards by which to measure Russia’s
progress even ifthat measurement yields negative results.

Given present conditions, Russia remains a priori a
danger, if not a threat, to all its neighbors, interlocutors,
and former satellites, notwithstanding the dramatic decline
of its military capability. Precisely because Russia cannot
control itself, nor be subjected to the effective external
constraint that NATO imposes on its members, it
constitutes an inherent risk factor and a source of
instability in Eurasia. As Robert Legvold has incisively
observed, Russia wants status, not responsibility, in
Europe.®® As long as this view dominates Russian policy,
Russia will continue to be isolated in Europe.®’

But this existential fact of life does not warrant Russia’s
exclusion from Europe lest that then aggravate all the
negative trends in Russia and drown the positive efforts
that have been made. NATO and the West have ample
means to put pressure on Russia to alter its course in its own
best interest. Rather, Russia’s ambivalent status requires
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us first to rethink our own policy. If we are to frame a
compelling case for NATO, we have to jettison bad
arguments that contradict the facts and mask our own
concept of our and our allies’ true interests.

U.S. Policy and Russia.

U.S. policy since 1991 has been to “bring Russia into the
European community.” This policy reflects the elite
consensus that Russia is the most important player in
Europe whose opinions and demands must be heeded first.
The image most elites have is Weimar Russia that
replicates the failure of Versailles which we now have to
overcome. But this policy and this belief have led us into an
impasse. Thus we find strong advocates of NATO as security
provider writing that,

Western security interests call only for rather narrow security
guarantees that are designed to deter Russian expansion into
Central Europe, but not to prevent all wars between the smaller
countries of central Europe. Furthermore, if making these
security commitments would appear threatening to Russia
[note not if they were threatening but are merely so
perceived-SJB], NATO should consider forgoing them entirely,
since such a policy could be self-defeating.”

In other words, we only have an interest in securing
Central Europe against Russia if Russia is not threatened
or deterred thereby. If Russia merely perceives or
announces that it perceives enlargement as a threat, NATO
should renounce acting according to its interests lest Russia
feel injured! This is the tortuous logic of the Russia first
argument. Thus even though the extension of democracy
under the umbrella of U.S. leadership has stabilized
Western and now Central Europe, many argue that NATO
enlargement is against our interests because it antagonizes
Russia.

The attempt by the administration to combine two
principles of Wilsonian idealism—enlarging a democratic
community of states sharing similar values, and the
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rehabilitation of Russia first—inevitably leads to such
conceptual and policy impasses. Sadly, the only way out of
those impasses seems to be making large “side payments” to
Russia, e.g., soft-pedalling charges of what its policies are
and making concessions like those in the Founding Act
which water down NATQ’s ability to act cohesively.

The Founding Act’s text and the contending “battle of
interpretations” that has broken out since its signing
demonstrate that this act significantly dilutes NATO’s
collective power while demanding no concessions in return
from Moscow. There is no reciprocity here whatsoever.”!
The NATO-Russian Council provides a new, structured,
and institutionalized mechanism for mutual discussion of
any issue of interest to the parties. However, despite
administration claims to the contrary, the Founding Act
does not merely institutionalize an already existing
relationship. Prior to this Act there was no such mechanism
for discussing European issues on a regular basis mainly
because Russia refused to create one. Nevertheless,
Russian spokesmen constantly complained that nobody
wanted such a mechanism or to listen to Russia.”® Now
Moscow is directly inserted into the U.S. dialogue with its
allies at all levels of NATO and with total freedom to raise
any issue.” The 1997 Denver summit of the eight codified
this outcome and replaces the habit of unfettered
inter-allied discussion with a much more cumbersome
mechanism unless we propose to use it strictly as a decoy.
Claims that the NAC (North American Council) remains the
principal venue for i